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Review of the Survey of Employer Use and Views of the VET System
Instructions

This feedback form accompanies the Review of the Survey of Employer Use and Views of the VET System: discussion paper <http://www.ncver.edu.au/publications/2349.html>. 

This form is intended for feedback on the boxed questions in each section of the discussion paper. It is also the place to raise issues not covered in the paper. It is not necessary to respond to all the questions in this form – only those areas of interest to you and your organisation. Feel free to delete those not applicable.
Once completed, please save this form, with the name of your organisation and the date as part of the header, and email to toni.rittie@ncver.edu.au by close of business Friday 8 April 2011. 

Contact details

We require a contact person for each submission to clarify any questions that may arise.

Name: 
Yiannis Dimitriou

Position:
Senior Research Analyst
Organisation:
Skills Tasmania

Address:
99 Bathurst Street, HOBART, TAS
Phone:
03-6233 4615
Email:
yiannis.dimitriou@skills.tas.gov.au
Publication permission

Please note that all responses will be consolidated and made available on the NCVER website unless advised otherwise. Responses will only be identified by organisation. Do you give permission for this submission to be made publically available?

  (     Yes, including my organisation
       Yes, but not identifying my organisation

       No, this submission is not to be made publically available
Feedback relating to issues in the discussion paper
1.
Purpose of the survey
1.1
From a policy perspective, interest will remain in collecting information on employers' engagement and satisfaction with the VET system.  Are there any other areas of employer’ interaction with the VET system that are of interest from a policy/research perspective?
It has not been clearly defined in the discussion paper what “engagement” encompasses. It could be said that there are two levels of employer engagement with the VET system These are:
a. Making use of the VET system – engaging registered training organisations (RTOs) to deliver nationally recognised training to employees, or employers themselves providing nationally recognised training.
b. Contributing to the VET system – actively participating and making meaningful contribution in terms of policy formulation, training package development, and other similar activities. This would also include contributions made through employer and industry associations. 
Establishing the level of each type of engagement, separately, would be desirable.
Where supervisors, supervise apprentices and trainees or other employees undertaking VET training, it would be useful to know what teaching/training they have undertaken.
The level of employers’ interaction with the VET system through collaboration activities with RTOs and other VET stakeholders would be useful. For example, this could include working closely with RTOs to develop training programs specific for their business, utilising nationally recognised resources, rather than simply buying “off-the-shelf” training programs.
1.2
What information does your organisation need to better understand the relationship between employers and the VET system? 
2.
Data items currently collected in the survey
2.1
What information do you use from the survey (if any)?
Generally use information covered by the core questions of the survey (data items which NCVER considers high priority)
2.2

Do you agree with the priorities we have assigned the current data items?
Yes, with the exceptions outlined below in response to question 2.5.
2.3

Do you agree with the data items we have ranked as high priority and are proposing to retain?
Yes.
2.4

Do you agree with the data items we have ranked as low priority and are proposing to remove?  If not, have you used any of this information in the past?  How do you propose using this information in the future if the questions are retained?
Agree with data items ranked as low priority. They generally don’t supply information which is as meaningful or usable as high priority data items.
2.5

Are there any data items we have ranked as medium priority that you believe should be removed from the survey?
The only items that we would rank as medium priority would be:

· Reasons for dissatisfaction with apprenticeships/traineeships in meeting skill needs
· Reasons for dissatisfaction with nationally recognised training in meeting skill needs
The following items we would rank as low priority:

· Reasons organisation (does not have/no longer has) specific jobs that require vocational qualifications

· Reasons for dissatisfaction with jobs that require vocational qualifications in meeting skill needs

· Reasons organisation does not have apprentices/trainees
· Reasons organisation does not have employees who have undertaken nationally recognised training
We would support removing low priority items to allow for a larger sample, with smaller confidence intervals at the state level.
2.6
Are there any data items you consider should be added to the survey?  How would you use this information?
Possible additions could be items relating to employer engagement with the VET system as per response to 1.1. This includes “train-the-supervisor” activities, collaboration activities, and contributing to the VET system.
3.
 Scope and methodology
3.1

Does the current scope satisfy your needs from a policy/research perspective?
Tasmania would like to see a fair representation of larger businesses included in the sample for Tasmania, to fairly represent their employment levels in the state. Therefore sampling methodology should consider company size distribution within state samples.
3.2

Do you favour a mixed mode approach for the survey (both telephone and online)?
Yes, but only if it meant increased sample size. Telephone surveys are more likely to give results which are accurate since it is possible for the respondents to clarify complex questions with the interviewer. On-line surveys have a higher risk of the respondent not comprehending correctly some of the more complex questions. This risk may be worth taking, if it results in a larger sample size and improved confidence intervals.
3.3

What levels of accuracy do you require from the survey?
Relative standard errors of 5% at the state level.

3.4

Would you favour a shorter survey in exchange for more accurate estimates? 
Tasmania strongly supports such an approach.

4.
Options for 2013 onwards
4.1 What are your views on having a core set of questions (as noted in table 2 of the paper) each year with the option for including a separate module on a topic of interest?
Tasmania supports the concept of core questions with once off topics in each survey. 
4.2
Do you have any suggestions for issues that could be included in a question module approach, either past or present?
Occupational information for businesses that experienced recruitment difficulties. Namely, for which occupations did businesses have difficulty recruiting.

Additional feedback or issues: 
Please list feedback on any other issues you would like covered in the review.  
Note: For NCVER to make maximum use of this information, it is important to outline why this issue needs to be considered, what changes you would propose making and why and how it would benefit the survey.
The inclusion of single owner/operators in the survey was raised in the discussion paper. Such information would be useful. However, Tasmania is of the view it should be a separate survey.
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